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On December 1, 1919, no claimant havn appeared for the property, m( g-
ment ‘of condenmatzon and forfeiture was entered, ,Lmd it was ovdered by the
comt thet the Dl oduct he desn oyed by the United States marshal,

L. D. BaLn, Acting Seer efary o[ Agr cr’ulture

8483, Misbranding of Texas Wonder. U. S. * * * v, 3 Dozen Botﬂes of
Texas Wonder, Default decrece of condemmnution, forfeiture, and
destruction, (I, & D. No, 11370. I. S. No. 291&-r. 8. No. W-509.)

On September 29, 1919, the United States attorney for the District of Utah,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the District Court
of the United States for said district a libel for the seizure and condemnation
of 3 dozen bottles of Texas Wonder, remaining in the original and unbroken
packages at Salt Lake City, Utah, alleging that the article had been shipped
by E. W. Hall, St. Louis, Mo., on or about May 31, 1919, and transported from
the State of Missouri into the State of Utah, and charging misbranding in vio-
lation of the Food and Drugs Act, as amended. The article was labeled in
part: (Bottle) “A Texas Wonder. II. W, Hall, St. Louis, Mo.” (carton)
“# % % The Texas Wonder for Kidney and Bladder Troubles, Diabetes,
Weak and Lame Backs, Rheumatism and Gravel. Regulates Bladder Trouble
_111 Ch1ld1‘en' ” (circular) “* * * Rheumatism and Kindred Diseases,” (testi-
monial of Louis A. Por tner) “x * % Degan using the Texas Wonder for stone
in the kidneys, inflammation of the bladder and tuberculosis of the kidneys
* % % His urine contained 40% pus * * * as still using the medicine
with wonderful results, and his weight had increased * * *2»

Analysis of a sample of the article by the Bureau of (Lhem].stl\ of this de-
partment showed that it consisted essentially of oleoresin of copaiba, rhubarib,
turpentine, guaiae, and alcohol.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in substance in the l;b(l for the reason
that the above-quoted statements appearving on the bottle and carton and in
the {iccompanying .cil.'culavr, regarding the curative and therapeutic effect, were
false and fraudulent, since the article contained no ingredient or combination
of ingredients capable of producing the effects clainved.

On June 20,1920, no claimant having appeared for the property, judgment
by default was entered, and it was ordered by the court that the product be
destroyed by the United States mavrshal.

L. D. BawLr, Acz‘uzr] Sceretary of iJ: iculture.

8486. Misbranding of Milks Emulsion. U, S§. * * * ~. 47 Dozen Large
Bottles and 6 Dozen Small Bottles of Milks Emulsion. Default de-
cree of comdemnation, forfeiture, amd destruction. (I, & D. No.
11372, I. 8., No. 15115-r. 8 No. E-1773.) :

On September 30, 1919, the United States attorney for the Middle District
of Pennsylvania, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in
the District Court of the United States for said district a libel for the seizure
and condemmnation of 43 dozen large bottles and 6 dozen small bottles of Milks
Emulsion, remaining unsold at Williamsport, Pa., alleging that the article had
been shipped by the Milks mulsion Co., Terre Haute, Ind., on or about Febru-
ary 18, 1919, and transported fronr the State of Indiana into the State of Penn-
gylvania, and charging misbranding in violation of the IFood and Drugs Act.

Examination and analysis.of samples of the article by the Bureau of -Chem-
istry of this department showed that it consisted essenitially of petrolatum with
small quantities of glycerin, sirup, and methyl salicylate, and that the quantity
of the contents of the small bottles was 855 ounces and 9 ounces, respectively.
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Misbranding of the article was alleged in substance in the libel for the reason
that the statement on the cartons containing the snyall bottles of the article,
to wit, “ Net weight twelve ounces,” was false and m1slweac)an<r inasmuch as the
quantity of the contents of each of the bottles was from 8.55 to 9 ounces; for
the further reason that the statement in the booklet pertaining to and accom-
_panying the article, namely, * Milks Emulsion contains a great amount of fat,”
was false and nrisleading since the article contained no fat; and for.the further
reason that the bottle label contained certain statements regarding tlre curative
and therapeutic effects of the article, to wit, “A valuable remedy for dyspepsia,
indigestion, catarrh of stomach and bowels * - * * bronchial asthima, ca-
tarrhal croup, bronchitis * * * . especially Deneficial in incipient consump-
tion,” which were false and fraudulent inasmuch as the article contained no
ingredient or combination of ingredients capable of producing the effects
claimed. : B N :

On December 1, 1919, no clauhant having appeared for the property, judg-
ment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by .the
court that the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

. . D. Baxr, Acting Secretary of -Agiriculture,

8487. Adwelteration of salmon. [f.‘ &, * X Ky, 721 Cascs bf',Sa'h’m‘)n.
Consent decree of condemnation and forfeiture. Product released
on bond. (F. &D. No. 11526." 1. 8. Nos. 8188-r, 6567-r. 8. No C-1604.)
On November 25, 1919, the United States attomey f01 the Nmthern Dlstuct
of Illinois, acfing upon ‘a report by the Secretary of Agmculture ﬁled in the
District Court of the Dmted States for said district a libel for the seizure and
condemnation of 721 cases, each containing 4 dozen cans of salmon, at Chicago,
111, alleging that the article had been shipped by Libby, McNeill & Libby, from
Minneapolis, Minn., April 12, 1919, and transpmt_ed fr om the State of 1 \Imnesofa
into the State of Illinois, and charging adulteration in violation of the Food and
Drugs Act. The article was labeled in part, ¢ Libby’s Red Alaska Salmon.”
Adulteration of the article was fdle“ed in substance in the libel for the reason
that it consisted in part of a filthy, de"omnosed and putrld animal substance.
On May 13, 1920, 1bby Mc\'eln & L1bby Cth’lgO Ill claimant, having ad-
mitted the mater al qllegations of the 11be1 qnd consnnted to a deﬂlce judgment
of condemnation and forfeiture was enteled, and it was ordel ed by the court
that the product be released to said clalmant upon payment of the costs of the
proceedings and the ex ecution of a bond in the sum of $1,000, in conformity
with section 10 of the act, conditioned in part that the article be sorted under
the supervision of a representative of this department, the bad portion to be
destroyed by the United St&tes marshal and the good portion to be delivered to
said claimant.
L. D. Bary, Actling Secretary of Agriculture.

8488, Misbranding of peaches (in baslkets)., U. 8§, * * % v, Dalton B.
Anderson., Plea of guilty., Tine, $5 and costs. (I, & D. No. 11992.
I. S. No. 9101—-1',)

On April 19, 1920, the United States attorney for the Western T)Iqtuct of
Arkansas, acting upon a. report by the Seecretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district an information against
Dalton B. Anderson, Ozark, Ark,, alleging shipment by said defendant, in viola-
tion of the Food and Drugs ! ct, as amended, on or about July 26, 1819, from
the State of Arkansas into the. State of Illinois, of a quantity of an article,
billed as peaches, which wag misbranded. - The article bore no label. '



